I. INTRODUCTION
"Diversity and inclusion" is a polarizing concept in American politics. For many progressives or liberals, the phrase represents the American promise of "liberty and justice for all"-a goal to be fervently pursued through law, education, and the marketplace. For some conservatives and libertarians, the phrase represents Orwellian doublespeak. "Diversity and inclusion" is perceived as including everyone except straight white males 1 and anyone embracing traditional sexual morality, with implementation through groupthink, 2 reverse discrimination, 3 and mandatory reeducation camps via government, 4 professional, 5 and corporate 6 regulation. These radically different understandings burst into national view with the election of President Donald Trump in 2016, an event producing existential angst on the left and even among some segments of the right. 7 This article argues that many current diversity initiatives in legal education exacerbate this polarization. I contrast these initiatives with the teachings of the Catholic Church on intercultural dialogue and argue that the approach of the Church is more likely to achieve authentic progress toward a more just and peaceful society. Part II of this article explores the landscape of diversity mandates in contemporary legal education. Part III discusses the lack of viewpoint diversity in legal education and the profession. Part IV presents the Church's vision of intercultural dialogue in Catholic education and identifies direct conflicts between Church teaching and the legal academy's current understanding of diversity and speculates about various resolutions of these conflicts. Part V concludes with some concrete recommendations for advancing integration, interaction, and recognition of the beautiful varieties of experience among human beings.
II. DIVERSITY MANDATES IN LEGAL EDUCATION
Institutions of higher education routinely justify various discriminatory policies and practices inherent in many of their diversity initiatives as advancing "a robust exchange of ideas," 8 better preparing students for the demands of a global market, 9 undermining racial stereotypes, 10 challenging students to think critically, 11 advancing national security, 12 and enhancing public perceptions of national, state, and local leaders' legitimacy. 13 Faculty and students often defend such policies on the basis of redressing past discrimination 14 and promoting equality through racial or demographic balancing, sometimes described as "making the university look like America." 15. Cf. Richard W. Riley, Our Teachers Should be Excellent, and They Should Look Like America, 31 EDUC. AND URB. SOC 'Y 18, 185 (1998) . James Lindgren's demographic study of the legal academy shows how any serious embrace of this position would result in untenable hiring restrictions. For example, because there is massive overrepresentation of Jews and Democrats on law faculties when compared to the general working populations, hiring committees would be unable to consider such candidates for decades before parity could be achieved. James Lindgren,
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The Supreme Court has soundly rejected the last two rationales as constitutional justifications: the first as punishing the present generation for the sins of the past, 16 and the second as directly violating the command of equal treatment contained in the Fourteenth Amendment. 17 Nonetheless, "diversity" advocates persistently use both rationales to justify proposals favoring some groups based on members' ethnicity, race, or sexual practices, preferences, or self-perceptions.
Both Grutter v. Bollinger 18 and Fisher v. Texas, 19 among the most recent Supreme Court cases addressing diversity initiatives, involved challenges to law school admissions practices in state universities. 20 In both cases the law schools ultimately prevailed because a majority of the Court accepted the schools' claims that considerations of race in admissions were a necessary part of achieving a robust exchange of ideas and teaching students to think critically. 21 Yet recent events in legal education, as well as research regarding faculty hiring and composition, seem to undermine these claims. [L]aw schools that offer 'viewpoint diversity' as a justification for affirmative action, but are unwilling to take such steps to hire conservatives, are perhaps using a convenient and selective definition of 'viewpoint diversity' that may itself be ideologically driven. We also suggest that true viewpoint diversity within law school communities is advanced (at least) as much by ideological diversification as it is by ethnic diversification and that, in this respect, faculty diversity is as valuable as student diversity. 23 The day after the 2016 presidential election, colleges and universities deployed campus counselors to comfort presumably distraught students, 24 and some professors even suspended classes or examinations.
25
The University of Michigan Law School, the defendant in the Grutter case, went so far as to sponsor a post-election event with "comforting food" and "stress-busting, self-care activities such as coloring, play dough, positive card-making, Legos, and bubbles with your fellow law students." 26 Predictably, these actions caused conservatives to roll their eyes, followed by more than a few expressions of concern about campus leadership's assumption of political views and fragility of adult students. 27 23. In a 1991 commencement ceremony for a graduating class of the University of Michigan, then U.S. President George H.W. Bush identified the dangers of "political correctness" in his speech:
Ironically, on the 200th anniversary of our Bill of Rights, we find free speech under assault throughout the United States, including on some college campuses. The notion of political correctness has ignited controversy across the land. And although the movement arises from the laudable desire to sweep away the debris of racism and sexism and hatred, it replaces old prejudice with new ones. It declares certain topics off-limits, certain expression off-limits, even certain gestures off-limits.
What began as a crusade for civility has soured into a cause of conflict and even censorship. Disputants treat sheer force-getting their foes punished or expelled, for instance-as a substitute for the power of ideas.
Throughout history, attempts to micromanage casual conversation have only incited distrust. They have invited people to look for an insult in every word, gesture, action. And in their own Orwellian way, crusades that demand correct behavior crush diversity in the name of diversity.
We all should be alarmed at the rise of intolerance in our land and by the growing tendency to use intimidation rather than reason in settling disputes. Neighbors who disagree no longer settle matters over a cup of coffee. They hire lawyers, and they go to court. And political extremists roam the land, abusing the privilege of free speech, setting citizens against one another on the basis of their class or race. George Bush, Remarks at the University of Michigan Commencement Ceremony in Ann Arbor (May 4, 1991 As I watch the implications of last week's election unfold day by day, I ask myself whether support for the rule of law as an ideal is, for the first time in our history, truly subject to doubt. With a long list of advisors and potential appointees that spurn and indeed mock rule of law values, coupled with threats to the freedom of the press, intimidation of sitting judges and unvarnished disdain for legal authority, an insistence on bringing back banned methods of interrogation, and not-so-veiled encouragement to his supporters to engage in violence against political opponents and acts of racial and religious hatred, the Trump administration is likely to challenge the foundations of democratic governance in a way that many of us thought the U.S. would never encounter.
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Some of her colleagues predicted equally ominous consequences from the election. Trump's use of presidential foreign affairs powers would be "terrifying"; 30 Trump's election will have "potentially devastating consequences" for civil rights;
31 and "bullying in schools and in communities across the country against Latino children and Muslim families" would become more commonplace. 32 In fairness, I should note that other Penn Law professors provided much more restrained and sober assessments, although none could be characterized as supportive or enthusiastic about the new administration.
While this sample of comments is drawn from only one elite law school, national demographic studies of law faculty reflect a surprising (and discouraging) uniformity of political and social views. In a study of the relationship between excellence in teaching and excellence in research, Professor Deborah Jones Merritt surveyed all law professors "who began their 2016/11/12/university-of-michigan-law-school-tries-and-fails-to-scrub-trump-trauma-play-dohevent-from-website/ ("The event, featuring Play-Doh, bubbles and Legos, has now apparently been canceled -possibly in response to heaps of ridicule." first tenure-track position at an accredited U.S. law school between the fall of 1986 and spring of 1991, and who remained on the tenure track at one of those schools in the fall of 1997," asking about their political selfidentification.
33
A large majority of respondents (75.4 percent) characterized themselves as 'moderately' or 'strongly' liberal or left. Another 14.6 percent chose the 'middle-of-the-road' designation. Only 10.0 percent of the population characterized themselves as conservative to some degree, raising the possibility that these professors might fare differently in both research and teaching. 34 In 2001, Professors Stewart and Tolley explored the differences in law school rankings by practitioners and legal academics and found "significant and temporally persistent bias held by the American legal academy against conservative religiously affiliated law schools, a bias resulting from the academy's disagreement with traditional religion on the great cultural/moral issues of our day." Democratic, this pattern is even more pronounced for politically active female professors, with 95 percent of the latter giving either exclusively or predominantly to Democrats." 37 In 2011, the American Bar Foundation published a national survey of tenured law professors. 38 While the authors did not ask respondents about their political affiliation or views, the survey is one of the few large studies of the legal academy that inquired about sexual orientation. The authors report that four percent of the respondents identified themselves as lesbian, gay, or bisexual. 39 On the issue of religion, fifteen percent of those answering the survey question identified themselves as Protestant while eleven percent self-identified as Jewish. Seven percent of the respondents identified themselves as Roman Catholic, and a small number responded they were Muslim. An additional twelve percent reported that they had no religious affiliation.
40
In 2015, Professor James Lindgren published one of the most comprehensive demographic studies of the legal academy that has been produced to date. 41 He found that the groups most underrepresented on law faculties are Republicans, Protestants, and Catholics.
Indeed, these three underrepresented groups (Republicans, Protestants, and Catholics) make up 91% of the U.S. population ages 30-75, but only about half of the law professor population. Put another way, people who are neither Christian nor Republican make up only 9% of the U.S. population, but account for about half of law professors (51%).
42
This deficit in political and religious diversity is particularly remarkable given the legal academy's success in recruiting and retaining women and racial minorities.
[A]ffirmative action has been such a success that all large ethnic and gender groups are at a minimum approaching parity with the lawyer population. Except for some very small groups of less than 2% of the population, in 2013, there is no group defined solely by ethnicity or gender that shows substantial underrepresentation in law teaching compared to lawyers, and only Hispanics (at about 54% of parity) show any substantial underrepresentation in law teaching compared to the English-fluent full-time working population. Even Hispanics -the only large ethnic group to be sub- stantially below parity with the English-fluent working population -are at full parity with their percentages among lawyers and at full parity with the highly educated working population. 43 Interestingly, like the findings of Professor McGinnis, Professor Lindgren found the greatest disparity between the number of white Republican women in law teaching and their representation in the legal profession as well as the general working population. Add in religious commitment and Lindgren found "there were more socialists in my survey than there were white female Republican Protestants (the largest four-way group in the U.S. population). As to religion, there were also "more Buddhists and more 'pagans,' who believe in many gods, than white female Republican Protestants." 44 It is also true that there were "more Buddhists and more 'pagans'" than white female Republican Catholics. 45 Professor Lindgren provides new research regarding the religiosity of law faculty in his contribution to this symposium. 46 And it is not encouraging. Based on a survey of law faculty drawn from the AALS 2016-17 Directory of Law Teachers, Professor Lindgren concluded that law professors were almost six times more likely to agree with the statement "I don't believe in God" than members of the general public. 47 They were also two and a half times more likely to agree with the statement "I don't know whether there is a God." 48 Christian law professors felt less free to express their true beliefs at work than all others combined, 49 with Catholic professors registering more discomfort than their Protestant colleagues.
50
While law faculties now exhibit substantial ethnic, racial, and gender diversity, they exhibit intellectual or political uniformity. Liberals appear to have a virtual monopoly on the legal academy, with substantial entry barri- ers for Christian and socially conservative candidates. 51 Such imbalance is not unique to legal education, 52 but, as others have warned, such imbalance bodes poorly for preparing our students to become members of the legal profession, representatives of clients, officers of the legal system, and public citizens having special responsibility for the quality of justice. 53 Professor Charles Camosy captured the problem of a liberal monopoly in higher education in his post-election op-ed discussing the reaction of college students and faculty to President Trump's election.
[G]raduates are formed by a campus culture that leaves them unable to understand people with unfamiliar or heterodox [non-liberal] views on guns, abortion, religion, marriage, gender and privilege. And that same culture leads such educated people to either label those with whom they disagree as bad people or reduce their stated views on these issues as actually being about something else.
54
He warned that continuing "to reduce all disagreement to racism, bigotry and ignorance . . . will simply make the disagreement far more personal, entrenched and vitriolic." 55 Sadly, his prediction appears to be coming to pass, even on law school campuses. So what does Catholic teaching offer to the debate over diversity mandates in higher education, and law schools in particular? I would like to claim that Catholic law schools are different and more successful in their approach to integrating students and faculty from various social and demographic groups, while forming lawyers who will be prepared to "play a vital role in the preservation of society." 57 Notwithstanding my efforts, I have not found any evidence to support (or rebut) such a claim.
In place of such direct evidence, I offer the Church's long and rich history of providing education throughout the world. The Church is the most ethnically diverse institution in the world, as a direct result of its sacred mission to "teach ye all nations; baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost."
58 It operates the largest number of non-government sponsored educational institutions in the world.
59 "Education and school and university education were always at the centre of the contribution of the Catholic Church to civic life." school class. 64 Currently, there are twenty-nine ABA-accredited law schools affiliated with Catholic universities, which enroll seventeen percent of all full-time law students. 65 
A. Demographic Data on Diversity in Catholic Law Schools
Catholic law schools in the United States were formed partially in response to ethnic and religious bigotry in the 1800s and early 1900s. 66 Early Catholic law schools arose to provide affordable legal education to the sons (and eventually daughters) of the Church and an academic alternative to law study by apprenticeship. 67 Today, at least one law school has been formed to more faithfully integrate the Catholic intellectual tradition into professional training. 68 In 2017, the racial profile of students enrolled in Catholic law schools looked similar to the composite of students enrolled in all ABA-accredited law schools 69 and the U.S. population generally. 70 It was far more diverse than the gender and racial profile of the legal profession as a whole. 71 With a total enrollment of 17,554, 48.1 percent of all students were male and 51 percent were female. Minority students comprised 30.9 percent while white students were 58.9 percent, with the remaining students being non-resident aliens (4.2 percent) or of unknown race (6 percent). 72 One might think that both the profession and the legal academy would declare victory in their efforts to diversify law schools, and pursue other goals-things like providing students instruction on technological innovations in the profession or teaching comparative law, or if "diversity" is the prime directive, pursuing balance in viewpoints, religion, or familial status 73 to reflect the general population.
Instead, the American Bar Association (ABA), 74 Law School Admissions Council (LSAC), 75 Despite the fact that law school enrollment is approaching equality in gender composition, the percentage of women being hired by law schools seems to be holding steady for the past two decades at roughly 35% of all hires. Moreover, women are hired at lower ranks than equally credentialed men; women are more likely to enter teaching as assistant professors rather than as associate or full professors. In one study of law professors, men were more successful than women in moving up the promotion ladder; men were less likely than women to have left teaching and more likely than women to have attained the rank of full professor or to hold a chair. There is little, if any, research on the effect of having children on the professional advancement of law professors, such as that conducted on academics in humanities and the sciences. However, since the gender ratios of law school faculties so closely replicate those of academia in general, and since the tenure-based model of career progression is the same, it is fair to assume that childbearing has a similarly negative effect on the career prospects of women in law schools. 75. While the LSAC website proudly notes that "LSAC also works actively to increase diversity in the legal profession," based on the website's resources, the only types of diversity the organization is concerned about relate to racial and ethnic groups, and self-identified sexual minorities. There are no pages devoted to or resources identified for potential students who would contribute to diversity based on their socioeconomic status, language, nationality, religion, geography, disability, or age-all forms of diversity identified in the one paragraph introduction to both the race and sexual preference pages. About the Law School Admission Council, LAW SCH. ADMIS-SIONS COUNCIL, https://www.lsac.org/aboutlsac/about-lsac (last visited July 27, 2018).
(AALS), 76 have expanded the definition of "diversity" 77 to include groups defined by their sexual practices, preferences, orientations, and self-perceptions. While the acronyms for these groups change regularly, the LSAC website currently uses "LGBT" and "LGBTQ" as its designations.
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Neither LSAC nor the ABA currently track law school applicants or students by sexual preference, orientation, or identity, but LSAC annually surveys law schools regarding their policies to provide "information of importance to LGBT students." 79 In the most recent survey results there were few noticeable differences between Catholic law schools and other respondents. 80 All of the 142 U.S. respondents indicated that their school had a non-discrimination policy related to sexual orientation or gender identity. 81 Only two law schools, Catholic University of America (CUA) and Faulkner University, reported not having a lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender student organization.
82 Twenty-three U.S. law schools reported not having any openly lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender faculty members. 83 Of the twenty-three, five were Catholic-CUA, Loyola Chicago, Loyola New Orleans, Marquette, and Notre Dame.
84 Forty-two U.S. law schools, six of which are Catholic (University of Dayton, Loyola Chicago, Loyola New Orleans, Marquette, University of St. Louis, and the University of St. Thomas (MN)), have no openly lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender administrators. 85 Benefits for domestic-partner or same-sex marriage are offered to faculty, staff, or students at all but seventeen U.S. law schools, four of which are Catholic-CUA, Detroit Mercy, Loyola New Orleans, and St. Thomas University (FL). Based on these statistics, it is clear that Catholic law schools are almost indistinguishable from their secular counterparts in their admission practices and policies related to gender balance, racial diversity, and policies supportive of various sexual practices and orientations. That Catholic law schools would embrace issues of racial justice and equality is unsurprising. The Church has long denounced race discrimination, 87 going so far as to threaten political leaders and others with excommunication if they sought to continue de jure segregation. 88 The Church's view of sexual equality and women's role in society is more nuanced, both historically 89 and today, 90 but it is clear that the Church supports women's participation in the professions. That support translates easily into admission and acceptance of women in the law school classroom, both as students and faculty. Only on matters related to sexual practice, orientation, and self-perception are there direct conflicts between professional standards and Church teaching. The ABA, LSAC, and AALS expansion of the definition of diversity to categories beyond race and gender requires Catholic law schools to carefully con- sider Church teaching and professional requirements. 91 While this issue is important and worthy of serious study, it is not the focus of this article. 92 Instead, my focus is on what insights Church teaching on intercultural dialogue can provide in crafting and implementing successful diversity programs.
B. Diversity versus Intercultural Dialogue
In 2013, the Congregation for Catholic Education, the pontifical congregation of the Roman Curia responsible for universities, faculties, institutes, and higher schools of study, published Educating to Intercultural Dialogue in Catholic Schools Living in Harmony for a Civilization of Love. 93 It is worth noting the difference in language between the Congregation for Catholic Education and mandates of the ABA, LSAC, and AALS. In place of "diversity" the Congregation considers "intercultural" dialogue. This distinction signals the value in a locational givenness of human experience-every person's cultural background matters and establishes a starting point for human interaction. "Diversity" signals a multitude of human ex-91. Church teachings directly conflict with the underlying assumptions or anthropology of the ABA, LSAC, and AALS expansion of diversity initiatives to include students, faculty, and staff that self-identify as gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgendered, or queer.
The human person, made in the image and likeness of God, can hardly be adequately described by a reductionist reference to his or her sexual orientation. Everyone living on the face of the earth has personal problems and difficulties, but challenges to growth, strengths, talents and gifts as well. Today, the Church provides a badly needed context for the care of the human person when she refuses to consider the person as a "heterosexual" or a "homosexual" and insists that every person has a fundamental Identity: the creature of God, and by grace, his child and heir to eternal life. Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Letter to the Bishops of the Catholic Church on the Pastoral Care of Homosexual Persons at ¶ 16 (Oct. 1, 1986), http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/ congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_19861001_homosexual-persons_en.html. This view contrasts sharply with ABA and AALS directives to privilege individuals with particular sexual desires, practices, or self-perceptions. Notwithstanding Church teaching, it appears from the LSAC LGBT Law School Survey results that most Catholic law schools have accepted and adapted to the ABA's promotion of a different anthropology of sex. Promulgating a non-discrimination policy that limits its terms to prohibiting discrimination, while hiring chaste law professors or administrators regardless of their sexual desires or orientation is consistent with Church teaching. CATECHISM OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH, PART THREE: LIFE IN CHRIST, ¶ ¶ 2358-59, http:// www.vatican.va/archive/ccc_css/archive/catechism/p3s2c2a6.htm. Church teaching, however, does not condone creation of lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender student organizations for socialization nor does it permit treating domestic-partner or same-sex marriages as equivalent to marriage. Whether these last two policies are due to concerns about accreditation, agreement with ABA, LSAC, and AALS policy, or political pressure is impossible to discern merely from these survey results and is a question better left to a separate article exploring this question specifically.
92 periences that are functionally equivalent with the primary experience of each person being communal rather than personal-characteristics of the person (e.g. race, gender, sexual propensities) are relevant and controlling insofar as they contribute to the mosaic of "diversity," but are disconnected from his or her personal experience. Individuals burdened with the label of "diversity" are expected to comply with the relevant stereotypes of their "diverse" community. Within the diversity framework, it is unsurprising that minority students feel the burden of "tokenism" where their views are accepted as representative of all members of the group they "represent" in the view of an admission committee. This approach is repudiated by the Congregation on Catholic Education.
In Educating to Intercultural Dialogue, the Congregation notes the increasingly multicultural makeup of societies, and identifies one of the most pressing challenges of education as creating an environment in which various cultural expressions peacefully coexist. 94 As if predicting some of the tensions motivating voters in the 2016 U.S. presidential election, the Congregation observed that "significant problems can arise if multicultural society is seen as a threat to social cohesion, or as a threat to the protection and exercise of rights pertaining to individuals or groups."
95 Overcoming these problems requires: "(1) discovering the multicultural nature of one's own situation; (2) overcoming prejudices by living and working in harmony; and (3) educating oneself 'by means of the other' to a global vision and a sense of citizenship."
96 Of critical importance, however, as the Congregation notes, "[f]ostering encounters between different people helps to create mutual understanding, although it ought not to mean a loss of one's own identity." 97 To successfully engage in multicultural dialogue, participants must begin with "a deep-seated knowledge of the specific identity of the various dialogue partners."
98 This knowledge must begin with a profound appreciation of one's own culture and proceed to developing an understanding of other cultures. 99 Appreciation of one's own culture necessarily requires an understanding of history, environment, and society. 100. " [T] here is no such thing as a 'pure' culture. Different conditions of environment, history and society have introduced wide diversity within the one human community, in which, however, 'each individual man is truly a person.'" Id. at ¶ 3. increasingly ignorant of our national environment and society, as well as our national history:
[A] student group at Texas Tech University went around campus and asked three questions: "Who won the Civil War?", "Who is our vice president?" and "Who did we gain our independence from?" Students' answers ranged from "the South?" for the first question to "I have no idea" for all three of them. However, when asked about the show Snookie starred in ("Jersey Shore") or Brad Pitt's marriage history, they answered correctly. 101 While this campus survey may be easily dismissed as an aberration, less easily dismissed are the 2014 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) results showing only 18 percent of eighth graders were proficient or above in their understanding of U.S. History.
102
In 2016 the American Council of Trustees and Alumni, a national organization that works with alumni, donors, trustees, and education leaders supporting liberal arts education, issued its report "A Crisis in Civic Education." 103 Based on a survey of one thousand respondents, including recent American college graduates and the public at large, it is clear that American civic education is deteriorating. Respondents, who were sixty-five years of age or older, displayed a more accurate understanding of the Constitution and the powers of the federal government than younger respondents. Almost 10 percent of respondents mistakenly identified Judge Judy as a member of the U.S. Supreme Court, and almost half did not recognize that senators are elected to six-year terms and representatives are elected to twoyear terms. 104 The report identifies the failure of the American educational system to provide rigorous content-based education as one source of the problem.
Instead of demanding content-based coursework, our institutions have, in too many places, supplanted the rigorous study of history and government-the building blocks of civic engagement-with community-service activities. These programs may be wholesome, but they give students little insight into how our system of government works and what roles they must fill as citizens of a democratic republic. 105 This lack of basic civic knowledge impedes law students' ability to comprehend various facets of American law, particularly constitutional law, just as deficient understanding of American history impedes student understanding of a multitude of courses, including property and labor law. This historical amnesia compounds American students' lack of appreciation for environmental and social factors that shape our culture and thus necessarily hinders their ability to fully engage in intercultural dialogue.
Pope Benedict XVI notes that a lack of cultural understanding is often a product of "increased commercialization of cultural exchange today." 106 He warns that this can lead to either "a cultural eclecticism," where "cultures are simply placed alongside one another and viewed as substantially equivalent and interchangeable," 107 or to "cultural levelling," where the dominant culture absorbs other cultures without regard to the values imposed (or abandoned) on the non-dominant culture.
108 "In this way, one loses sight of the profound significance of the culture of different nations, of the traditions of the various peoples, by which the individual defines himself in relation to life's fundamental questions."
109
[T]his inexorable tendency to cultural uniformity . . . often provoke[s] reactions of fundamentalism and self-referential closing in on oneself. Thus, pluralism and the variety of traditions, customs and languages -which of their nature produce mutual enrichment and development -can lead to an exaggeration of individual identity, flaring up in clashes and conflicts.
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Educating to Intercultural Dialogue seems prescient in its prediction of two adverse reactions arising from the increasing multicultural nature of society: first, a multiculturalism that results in an assortment of siloed communities that are treated as separate and impenetrable, or second, a drive to assimilate immigrant communities in a way that makes no distinction between their values, assuming that all must morph into a modest variation of the values of the receiving community.
Both approaches-the first a form of cultural relativism 111 and the second a form of assimilation 112 -can be found in U.S. legal education, and both have failed to foster mutual understanding and a shared sense that a more just society is emerging.
In place of both, the Congregation proposes the approach of intercultural dialogue. "Opting for the logic of intercultural dialogue means not limiting oneself to strategies for the functional insertion of immigrants into the majority culture, nor to compensatory measures of a special nature."
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This last point is particularly important in that it is both consistent with U.S. Supreme Court precedent repudiating the rationale of redress for historical wrongs, and avoids creating resentment by those burdened by redressing a historical wrong they did not participate in.
Intercultural dialogue first requires a sound understanding of one's own culture, and second, requires repudiating vengeance or retribution as the motivation for the interaction. When those preconditions are met, intercultural dialogue requires a welcoming attitude to the stranger, followed by interaction based upon mutual curiosity about the other and a desire for friendship with him, her, or them; and finally, recognition of the values and perspective of the other. 114 When these conditions are met it is likely that a 111. Id. at ¶ 22. The relativistic model is founded on the value of tolerance, but limits itself to accepting the other person, excluding the possibility of dialogue and recognition of each other in mutual transformation. Such an idea of tolerance, in fact, leads to a substantially passive meaning of relationship with whoever has a different culture. It does not demand that one take an interest in the needs and sufferings of others, nor that their reasons may be heard; there is no self-comparison with their values, and even less sense of developing love for them.
Id.
112. Id. at ¶ 24. What is called the assimilation approach is certainly no more satisfying. Rather than indifference towards the other culture, this approach is characterized by the demand for the other person to adapt. An example would be when, in a country with mass immigration, the presence of the foreigner is accepted only on the condition that he renounce his identity and cultural roots so as to embrace those of the receiving country. In educational models based on assimilation, the other person must abandon his cultural references, to take on those of another group or of the receiving country. Exchange is reduced to the mere insertion of minority cultures in the majority one, with little or no attention to the other person's culture of origin.
Id. (emphasis added).
113. Id. at ¶ 26. 114. EDUCATING TO INTERCULTURAL DIALOGUE, supra note 93, at ¶ 78. Formation that is particularly dedicated to promoting sensitivity, awareness and competence in the intercultural field can be advanced by paying attention to the following three essential markers: a) integration: this has to do with the school's ability to be adequately prepared for receiving students of different cultural backgrounds, responding to their needs regarding scholastic achievement and personal enhancement; b) interaction: this has to do with knowing how to facilitate good relationships among peers and among adults. There is an awareness that simply being in the same physical environment is not enough. Encouragement must be given to curiosity about other people, openness and friendship, both in class and in places and times outside the school. Thus, situations of distancing between people, discrimination and conflict can be avoided and repaired. c) recognizing the other person: one must avoid falling into the trap of imposing one's own views on the other person, asserting one's own lifestyle and one's own culture of dialogue, interaction, and mutual recognition will develop between different cultures. This, in turn, will advance the goal of a more peaceful society.
V. CONCLUSION
Last year, the Congregation on Catholic Education elaborated on its vision of multicultural dialogue in Educating to Fraternal Humanism: Building a "Civilization of Love" 50 Years After Populorum Progressio.
A culture of dialogue does not simply suggest an exchange of views, to know one another so as to mitigate the alienating effect of the encounter between citizens of different cultures. . . . The ethical requirements for dialogue are freedom and equality; the participants in the dialogue must be free from their contingent interest and must be prepared to recognize the dignity of all parties. . . . It is a "grammar of dialogue," as pointed out by Pope Francis, able to "build bridges and . . . to find answers to the challenges of our time." 115 Lawyers and law schools are uniquely situated to promote this culture of dialogue, instead of a culture of division and resentment or uniformity and suppression.
Currently, the legal academy lacks diversity of political views among its faculties and routinely exhibits a bias against traditional Christian views. Its claims of supporting "robust debate" and challenging students to think critically ring hollow in the shadow of recent experiences. Yet, unlike their secular counterparts, Catholic law schools have a rich store of ideas from which they could, and should, reformulate their approach to the increasing multicultural nature of their campuses. Catholic teaching requires rejection of cultural eclecticism and cultural leveling, as well as demands that innocent parties provide redress for historical grievances. In its place, Catholic law schools are called to provide solid grounding for students in their native culture, while embracing curiosity, hospitality, and empathy toward others. In this way, we can hope to both welcome the stranger among us, and bring a gradual close to the culture war raging around us.
way of thinking without taking into account the other person's culture and particular emotional situation.
Id. (emphasis added).
115. EDUCATING TO FRATERNAL HUMANISM, supra note 60, at ¶ 12.
